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ABSTRACT • ' \ 

Although 'the institutional structure of destination 
cofflfflunities. tna y remain unchanaed by miaration, the socioeconomic 
structure isay be d/irectly affected- Data from a statewide survey In 
Florida indicate' tiiat interstate .miqr^nts (who have liv^d in Florida 
. Uess thaa__5jy«iar% W intrastate migrants (who have lived in Florida 
— -;flta3fe^^an 5 years fc^ i'n the same Community lefes than 5 years) , and 
nonroigrants have similar priorities recrardina community needs, ^ 
• regardless of the size of the de'stinatior commi^nity (less than 2,500; 
2,500 to 5 0,000; or (nore than 50,00 population)'. However, the 
different types of migran+s have -different concepts of ^jwhat 
constitutes serious community ^problems and where financial resources 
should be spent. When tha individuals in various ccmraunity rol*:s\ 
change du6 to migration, the com'«|unit y 's socioeconomic structure may ■ 
also change. This may alter, the manner in which <i^mmunity needs are 
addressed. The greater >the difference bejiween migrants and 
»nonroig rants, the gre^-er the impact of migration on the destination 
coffifflunity. (SB) ■ ' < 
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ABSTRACT ' 

* Over thepast four decades in the United States, the study of migration 
and its impacts on communltiGS has been a major research challenge for so- 
cial scientists* During the 1940g and 1950s, researchers focused upon the 
rural-to-fiifban Tnigratit)n phenomenon. During Jthe 1960s and 1970s, this mi- 
gration trend slowed and reversed to attract a great deal of research; on 
the urban^to-rural migration phenomenon. The migration process is selec- 
t^lve of individuals possessing differential attributes and resources* As 
such, roigrhtion cfan have major consequences for the socioeconomic and insti- 
tutional structujres of communities. The focus of this article is lipon the 
socioeconomic characteristics and coiranunity evaluations of migrants and non- 
mi grcints in rural and urban areas. Th6 data* were^" drawn from a statewide sur 
vey in Florida. Respondents are differentiated on the basis pf migration 
status (interstate migrant, intrastate migrant, and nomnigrant) and migra- 
:tion destination (rural, communities 2,500 to 50,000 in population, and 
communities over 30,000 in population). • • . * 
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^ 

• Conf5equenc!es of Migration^ for tho 

Socioeconomic Structure and 
lnstitv>tional, Structure of CotnijhinitlGS 

... . ^ . . 

Throughout Tnost of United States history, two majq.r dimensions of nop- 
uli^^'ion distribution have been the increasing concentration o,f people in 
lavge cities *and the westward migration of people across the continent. The 
westward taxpaxision, may have been in part a reaction to the increasing con- 

cent rat ion of population in Eastern cities. The study of migratiou and 

\ 

its impacts on coiranunities has been a major research challenge for social 

4 

scientists. 

Over the past four decades in the United States, social scientists' have 
studied these two major dimensions of population distribution in terms of 
the rural- to-^u-rban migration stream and the more recent urban-to-rural migra 
tion stream. During the late 1940s a rapid rural-to-urban migration trend, 
began, continued through the 1950s and peaked and halted near ^965 (Beale 
and Fuguiytt, 1978:158). Since 1970, changes in rural and urban population 
flows have occurred to the extent that rural areas are growing and growing 
at a faster rate than urban areas (Beale'and Fuguitt, 1978:158). 

In view of these migration streams, Schwarzweller focu:^.ed hi^ presiden- 
tial address to the Rural J^ociological ^-ociety on challenging rural sociolo- 
gists to .develop greater underwit -in Jii.,. of the sociocultural impacts of these 
luigratton streams on U.S. conmiunities (1979:7). He proposed that the soci- 
ology of migration is particularly immature regarding the paucity of infor- 
mation on urban^to-rural migration and its associatcsd impacts. Research 
must focus upon the relationships between the extent of net migration, the 
scledtivity of migration, and the impact of these changes on existing struc- 



Cural circusistances of our coimunities. Schwarzwellcr (1979:15) listed 
the major migration ruseti^rch questions as: 

(1) vniO are the migrants? (the stu4y of migration selectivity) 

(2) WHY did they migrate? (the study of percpived t^lativo deprivations) 

(3) WHERE did th^sy ni^raLe? ^(the study of relocation destinations) 

(4) WllAT are the consequences of migration? (the study of coiamunity 
social reorganization and/or adjustments of migrants) 

The emphasis of this analysis was focused upon the last two research 

questions. The data for this analysis were drawn from a statewide needs 

assessment survey of Florid^ residents ♦ Flo,rlda is a particularly suit- 

able state for the study of migration. Between 1960 and 1970, the popula- • 

tion of Florida* increased by 1,837,883 resulting in a 37 percent increase 

in population (U.S. Department of Commerce, Bureau of the Census, 1971). 

In-mi^ration contril)uted 72 percent (1,331,093 personsT .this increase 

(Bowles et al., 197^)). it has been estimaJt:ed that between 1970 and 1977, 

Florida's population increased by 1,925,916 or a 28 percent increase in 

population. Ninety percent (1,742,957 persons) of this p^^pulation increase 

foi 1970-77 has been attributed to in-migration (Bureau of Economic and 

Business Research, University of Florida, 1978). ' ^ 

CONCEPTUAL FRAMEWORK^ ' 



The three demograpVuc processes affectijiy p^opulatibn size, composition, and 



distribution are fertility, mortality, and migration. Of the three processes. 



migration is the most significant, both statistically and sof iologitally • 
Statistically, in the United States migration has been the largest component 
of change in population^ size, composition, and distribution. It has already 



boiiu ahown that 90 percen^ of Florida's population growth bGtwcon 1970 and 



1977 was due to migration. . 

Migration is an impoitaat duiuugraphic process fiom a sociological per* 

spocfive in that othose who move are significantly^ different from those who 

do not more; i.e., migration is selective and migrants arc not a reprfesenta- 

f * 
tive sample of the population of origin or the population 'of destination' 

(Goldscheider, 1971:299). .Migratipn is a sociological process, as well as a 
demographic process, since the social structural systems of both places of 
origin and placed of destination are affected by migration (Bogue, 1969:752; 
Jatiscn ,1969:60; Kaiiiraeyer, 1971:69; and Schwarzweller, 1979:69). Schwarz- 
weller describes migration as an interchange of elements of social organiza- 
tion and a process through which community systems are joined (1979:16)^. 
Migrants, as individuals, ari thus viewed as unit jtarriers of a particular 
kind of social organization bringing with them certain needs, resources, anji 
perspectives on the community." Few institutional systems of a community are 
unaffected . by population growth through migration. Within communities major 
institutional systems such as education, traus^^^i^ation, and health have 
been developed to meet basic human needs. Through various collective mech- 
anisms, assessment of community needs have been made and community resources 
in terms of financial resources, personnel, and facilities were allocated 
to provide services to meet these needs. However ,» a great, influx of new 
community residents may result in demands for more or different services. 
Changes in police and fire protection, educational services, health services, 
improved transportation, and other changes in institutional structure niay be 
demanded by new residents. Thus, in-migration may create problems for social 



integration and commmlty eolidarity by creating conflicts over goals and 
thet allegation of conmmnity resources » 

nuwever, population growth through migration will not auto;natically re- 
suit in a more heterogeneous population or , a re-ordering of institutional 
goals. The degree to which migration impacts the ^socioeconomic structure 
ond. institutional structure of communities remains a research problem for 
communiticG .experiencing heivy in-migtation. The-^greatcr the differences 
betWGop migrants and nonmigrants, • the greater the impact of migration on 
the community • 

MEASUR EMENT AND '^MTA ^ 

, I 

The data for this analysis were drawn from a statewide needs assessment 
survey. entitled "Focus on Florida: T1»g Citizens' Viewpoint." The purpose'of . 
the survey was to ascertain what FloY^i^ns- considered priority concerns for 
local governments. The survey focused upon- citizen's perceptions of com- 
munity problems, ne.eds, and Issues, and upon their priorities in the expendi- 
ture of pub;.ic monies to alleviate these problems^ Data collection was con- 
ducted during the Spring of 1978. ^ 

ft 

A sample of 9,800 names representative of all adults in Florida was selected 
from a statewide list of licensed drivers. Response rate for the survey .was 
69.8 percent. The sample was stratified by age and sex, and rural areas 
were over sampled to ensure response from alls-67 counties in Florida. 

s 

Migr ation status 

Any migration study must distinguish between movers and migrants* Bogue 



doG^ this by .beginning with the concept of residential mobility; i.e., resi- 

dcntial mobility is any change of parnument residence' that involves movement 

/ • •• . ' ■ 

from one structure to another (Bogue, 19^752). Two classes of r.esidentlal 

mobility are (1) local movement: a chaflfge of residence within the same com- 

munlty, city, or county; and* (2) mlgratlion; a chang^j of residence "'involving 

/ 

moveinent between communities, cities, or counties, Ihus, migrfition has been 
defined as tVie uiovemaut of individuals or groups fium one eoivmmnity to an- 
other with the intention of remaining in the new community for some sub- 
stant^ial period of time and a migrant has been defined as any person who. 
changes his/her regular community of residence (Kammeyer, 1971:54)* 

The .U.S. census has provided a convenient and frequently used method for 
measuring migration. The U.S. census determines for persons over 5* years of 
age where they were living 5 years prior to the time of ^enumeration. Frota 
this question, four categories of mobility are possible: 

(1) those living in the same houce ai» they were 5 years earli.er; 

(2) those living in a different house, hut in the same cotmty (movers); 

(3) those living in different county, but the same state (intrastate 
migrants) ; and, . / 

(4) those living in a different state(interstate migrants) (Kamra^er, 
1971:56). ^ . \ f 

As a result of these categories in the U.S. census, it has become custom-- 
. ^ - . . * 

ary to define migration as intercounty mobility, and thus, individua 1^ must^ 
cross county lines to be considered a migrant. However, this analysis 
focused upon intercommunity migration rather than intercounty migration. 

Migration status of respondents was determined by two questions; (1)' "How 
many years have you lived in your present community?" and (2) How many years 



have you lived in FXarida?'*' Using the Information from these two questions, 
lutcrstatc migrants, intrastate migrants*, and ponmigraAts, were operation- 
ally defj^ricd OS. — 
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^1) iM!L^h£?iU!!^^?!M!^* rc>spondents who have lived in thelt present 
conWinit"y"and in the state of Florida 5 years or less; 

(2) .i^itrastatj^jmij^^ respondents who have lived in their present ' J 
community's years or less, but who have lived in the state of 
Florida tnore than 5 years; and •. . . 

■ ■ • .-J. ^ ' . 

(3) nonmi grants; respondents who have# lived' in the present community and 
in the state of Florid^ for more than 5 years. . 

Using these operational def ini'tions, 16.2 percent of the sample. (nsgSS) 

were interstate migrants, 17.1 percent of the sample (n=1008) wgre intra- 

State migrants,, and 66.8 percent the sample (n==3,943) were nonmigVants. 

\ 

Conmiunity Size 

•^^ • ■ ■ • ■ ' 

Community preferenci^ studies /have '^hown that preferences for yural^or 

*■ 

urban communitie?? are derived from emphasis uppn different qualtta'tive fac-^ 

. ' ^ ' . ' .>..^>~^ 

tors of . each community size. Thus, individuals who prefer riiral ^nd small 

commanities place. greater priority upon factprs such as air and water quality, 

lower crime rate.9, and friendliness of residents; while individuals who pre- 

fer urban communities place greater priority upon factors such 4^ educational 

and occupational opportunities (Christenson; 1979:331). 'l^ might;, therefore, 

be assumed that migrants to rural. and urban communiliea differ significantly 

in terms of socioeconomic background and perceptions of community problei^s. 

A control on community size, therefore, was placed In the analysis. The 

sample was split into the following thret^ groups according to community * 



. (1) respondents living in rurtLL^J.^5-.' (farm, rural nonfarm, and com- 
' iriunities less than 2,500 populafcion) ; . 

-» ''(a) respondents living, in communities w ith pop ulations' of 2, 500__to - 
\ 10*022.; and, . *' ' ^ 

/. " (3) respondents living in communi ties with populations over 50,000. 

Using these community size's, 26.0 percent of the sample (n«l,442) in rural 
areas.. 38.2 percent of the sample (n=2.122) resided in boramunities with pop- 
ulations of 2^500 to 50,000, and 35.8 percent of the sample (u=l,991) rt- 
sJded in communities wit1i populatioris over 50,000. 
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Impact of M igratiot: on the SoeloecQ nomic Struc ture of C o mmunities 



/ 

* 



As discussed. earlier, a major demographic generalization is that the 
migration process is selective of individuals possessing differential attri- 
/butes and resources. The impact that migration selectivity has on the socio- 

"^economic structure of communities was analyzed by comparing the socioeconomic 

' ■ . f - ' ' ■ 

characteristics of 'interstate migrants, Intrastate migrants, and nonmigrants. 

V, 

The dlstributiohs of variables selected for comparison were: 

■ (1) age ' 

(2) sex . 

(3) race ^ \ 

. (4)' marital stirtus » " 

(5) education 

(6) employment status 

(7-) occupation of household head ^ 

(8) •income 

(9) number of children under 18 , 

(10) ownership of residence 

(11) voter registration and participation 

The greater the differences between migrants and nonmigrants on these 
variables', f le greater the impact , of migration on the socioeconomic struc- 
tare of the communities 



8 



Impact of Mlgy'ation on the Institut ional Structure of . Coimnunltles 

The potential for having significant impact on the institutional struc- 
t/^pt^ of communities derives from the degree of. divergence between the per- 
ceptions of migrants and nonmigrants regarding community problems and their 
priorities for the expenditure of public funds. The questionnaire contained 
a series of 46 problem items and the respondents were asked to indicate 
j^hether .each item was NOT a problem, a SMALL problem, a MEDIIHI problem, or 
a SERIOUS problem in their community .^^ Ranking of the perceived severity, of 
community problems was obtained by combining the medium and Serious cate- 
gories. Rather than prosenting data on all 46 items, the ten problems which 
were evaluated as medium or serious by the largest percentages of respondents 
were selected • • The severity of these ten problems were then ranked' according 
to the percentage of respondents evaluating each item as a serious or medium 
problem for their community. 

In addition to evaluating of community problems, respondents were presented 
with a series of ^7 items relating to problems, and needs to wV.j.ch the re- 
spondcnt indicated whether he would spend LESS, the SAME amount, or MOR^ tax 
dollars than are presently being spent on that problem. The ten problems to 
which the largest percentages of respondents indicated they would spend MORE 
were selected for analysis. These ten problems were then ranked for inter- 
state migrants, intrastate migrants, and nonmigrants. 

The degree of correlation among the rankings of interstate migrants, intra- 
state migrants, atid nonmigrants was then evaluated through Kendall's Coeffi- . 
cient of Concordance. The less the correlajtion among rankings, the great- 
er the potential impact of migration vipon the institutional structure, of 



of c^oimnunities. If migrants and nonmlgrants arta in agreement oh the ranking 

of community problems and the priority of expenditures of public funds, then 

* « / 

migrants will, force few changes in the institutional structure of the com- 

munity* * / 

-.1 * * . 

' F INDINGS 

• Table 1 contains information on the residential location of interstate . 

I . . . ' . 

migrants, intrastate migrant Ai and nonmi grants. I'his infonnation addr^^ssses 
the question of "Wliore ^id they migrate?" and thus, talis us the 'communit"*' 
of destination. Theft were significant differences between interstate 
migrants and intrastate migrants regarding migration destination. Intra- ^ 
st^te migrants' were mu-h more likely to migrate to rural arfeas. Thirty 
percent of the intrastate migrants were located in rural areas, but only 
19 percinit of the interstate migrants were located' in rura^ areas. The. 
nonmigrants ^n the sample were nearly evenly divided among rural areas, 
communities with populations between 2,500 and 50,000 and dpmniunities with ^ 
populations' over 50,000. • . 



Table 1 abou t here 
ConQcquencer> of Migration to Rur al Arenas * " 

Tables 2,3, and 4 contain t;he information on socioeconomic characteris- 
tics, ranking of the severity of problems, ariid^ranking of problems where, 
* 

moreNi^ax dollars should be spent in rural areas. TheMnformation in Table 2 
illustrates that there are several significant differences between migrants 
and nonmigrants in rural areas. The socioeconomic characteristics on which 
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I 

all three groups arc nearly identical are sex, marital status, and Income, 
The difference among the three groups In terms of, racial composition is 
statistically significant at the .05^ level, but substantively the difference 
Is negligible. Over 90 percent of all three groups were white. It must be, 
noted that the sample size is large enough to make small differences statis- 
tically significant. Both groups of migrants tended to be better educated, 
less likely to own their residence, less likely to be registered to vote 
and less likely to have voted in the 1976 . presidential election than non- 
migrants. On some variables, interstate migrants were considerably dif- 
ferent from intrastate migrants. Interstate migrants were more likely to be 
over 65, retired, not in the labor force, and to have no children under 18 
than were intrastate migrants. 

Table 2 about here 
Table 3 contains the rankings of community problems by interstate mi- 

I 

grants, Intrastate migrants, and nonraigrants in rural areas. An examina- 
tion of the rankings shows that the three groups of respondents have nearly 
identical rankings of community problems. Kendall's Coefficient of Con- 
cordance, is 0.911. The only problem that migrants appear to evaluate as 
more severe than nonmigrants is the .availability of low cost housing. Cost 
of housing ranked third among the migrants, but was only sixth among non- 
migrants. Recall that nonmigrants were more likely to own their own homes. 

T^ble~3 about here 
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Table 4 pertains to this pirobletns where respondents would spend more tax 
dollars. Again the rankings among the three groups of respondents are 
nearly identical. Kendall's Coefficient of Concordance is 0.841. 



T able A about here 

/ 



/ 

. Thus, fp'r rural areas migration has impact^^d the socioeconomic struc- 
ture of the communities; but based on the rankings of community problems 
and spending priorities, migration has^ little potential for impacting the 
Institutional structure of the communities. 

Consequences of Migration for Communities of Population 2,500 to 50,000 ^ 

Tables 5,6, and 7 contain the information on socioeconomic character is- 

tics, ranking of the severity of problems, and ranking of problems where 

more tax dollars should be spent in communities of populations 2,500 to 

« • 

50,000*. As with the rural areas, there are several significant differences 

■J 

between migrants. and nonmigrants in communities of this population. Ttie 
socioeconomic characteristics on which all three groups' are nearly identical 
are sex, marital status, income, and number of children under "^18. Both* 
gr6ups of migrants tended to be better educated, were less likely to own 
their residences, were less likely to be registered to vote, and were less 
likely to have voted in the last presidential-election than nonmigrants. 
On some variables interstate migrants were considerably different tjan 
Intrastate migrants. Interstate migrants tended to be older, were mors likely 
to be 'white, were more likely to be retired, and were more likely to not be 
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. In the labor force. 



i 



Table 5 abo.ut here 



Table 6 contains the rankings of connnun'ity problems among respoi^dents 

in communities of 2,500 to 50,000 population. Again, as 'with rural areas, 

the rankings am^^^'the^three groups of respondents are nearly identical. 

Kendall's Coefficient of Concordance is 0.882. 

N 




^ V Table 6 about here 

Table 7 pert;ains to the problems 'where respondents would spend more tax 

dollars, Althoiigh somewhat less similar ^han previous sets of rankings/ 

there is still a great deal of similarity in the priority of expenditure? 

of the .three groups^, Kendall ' s Coefficient of Concordance is 0.750, ^The 

major discrepancies i-n'the rankings occur between interstate migrants and 
• ■ 

intrastate migrants rather than between migrants and nonmigrants. For 
example, interstate migrants rank attracting and developing industy as 
second in priority while intrastate migrants ranked this item ninth. 



Table 7 about: here 



Thus, ^ for -communities with populations between 2^500 and 50,000, there are ' 
differences in the socioeconomic characteristics of migrants and non- 
migrants, but again the severity of community problems and spending prior- 
ities are viewed very si;nilarly for all three groups. ^ 

Consequences of Migration for Communities with Populations over 50,000 

Tables 8^ 9, and 10 contain the information on socioeconomic charactcristicsj 
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ranking of the severity of probleins, and ranking of problems where more 
tax dollars should be. spent in metropolitan conanuriities. The findings in 
these three tables 'a^re very siMlar to the findings regardiijg rural areas _j 
and* communities with population/s ibetween 2,500 and 50,Oorf. Tftble 8 illustrates 
that there are several significant differences in' the socioeconomic charac- 
teristics of migrants and nbnmigrants. The variables' on which ^ill three . ■ 
groups are nearly identical are sex, income, and number of children under 
13. Both' groups of migrants tended to be better educated, were less likely 
to own their own homes, were less likely to, be registerejl to vdte, and were 
less likely to have voted in th.e last presidential election than nonmigrants. 
Comparing interstate with intrastate migrants, the data • ixidicate that inter- 
state migrants tended to be older, were more likely to be white, were more 



likely to be mar'ried, were more likely to be retired, and were more likely 
to not be in the labor force. 



Table 8 about here 
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Table 9 again shows that the rankings of commuinlty problems, are nearly 
identical for interstate migrants, intrastate migtants, and nonmigrants. 
Kendall's Coefficient of Concordance. is 0.956, 



Table 9 about here 



Table 10 pertains to the problems where respondents would spend more 
tax dollars in communities over 50,000. As with the other sets of rankings, ^• 
the spending priorities based on these data would be nearly identical for 
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Interstate migrants, Intrastate migrants, and i^onrolgrants. Kendall's 

' •■ " 

Coefficient of Concordance is 0.779. The only items with large differences 

r _ . . - 

in pribrities are 'vocational training in high school and attracting and 

developing indu&;try* Interstate migrants would put vocational training 

programs at the bottom .cj^^f the spending priorities, but Intrastate migrants"' 

and nonmigrants would place this item near the middle of the priorities 

list* Also^ interstate migrants place attracting and developing industry 

fourth in priority, but intrastate migrants and nonmigrants would place 

this item near the bottom of the priority list. . 



Table 10 about here 



Thus, the findings for residents of communities with populations over. 
50,000 are nearly identical to the previous two analyses. Migration to 
metropolitan communities may have substantial Impact on the Socio^'economic 

s • ■ 

structure of i:hese communities. ^However, the rapkings of severity of 



community problems and spending priorities indicate $/hati there would be 
little impact on the institutional structure of these communities. 



CONCLUSIONS 



The analyses of the rankings of community problems 'and spending priorities 
suggested that there were very few differences in the priorities of inter- 
state migrants, intrastate migrants, and nonmigrants ^egardless of the 
size of the coiranunity of destination. This finding is "not to say that there 
were no differences in th^^ responses to individual items of the questionnaire. *' 
In fact, an examination of the differing percentages of migrants and. nonmigrants 
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IS 



\ • 

evaluating each problem as NOT a problem, SMALL problom, a' MEDIUM problem. 

or a. SERIOUS problQifn found that there were very significant differences 

statistically ,tn these responses. Also.' stat.lstlcally, significant differences 

wero foun\in evaluations by raspondents. qf whether LESS, the •SA^i,E, ' or MORE 

tax^ dollars shoud be spent on a particluar pmgram, HoweVer, most conimunity 

decision l^jaking on the severity of problems and the aifiount of funds ^that 

•should be s^nt alleviating the problems faced by community institutions 

ai}e not made on an ^tem by ij:6m basis. Instead these decisions are made from 

the perspective that'local governments must allocate resources among a' 

variety of < instituf ions,and the mdre te§ouces allocated tio some community 

institutions, the less resources there are to allocate*to the other major 

institutions. Thus,'" the severity of problems. and allocations of resources 

'are ranked in some manner in decision making. . Thus, the influx of migrants 

to a community may not hav.e significant impacts on the overall institutional 

structure of a community. The relative priority .of needs may stay the same. 
«• ' . ' . 

However, the da^a analyzed liere did suggest th§t migration may hiive 

significant impact on the socioeconomic structure of communities. Thus, 

even though the broad institutional structure of tiie community may not be 

greatly effected by migration, the individual. actors in various community 

roles may be changed by a differing socioeconomic structure. For example, 

tlie need for a teenage drug abuse j)rogram may be high on the priority list 

whether or not a community is experiencing high in-migration. But the 

c<kununity actors leading the program and deciding the exact level of 

\ ' . • * . 

resource all'ocation may be quite different for communities with different ' 

\ • 
socioeconomic structures. ,Thus, the relative priority of community needs 

may Ip similar, but the change in socioeconomic structure due to migration - 

may alter the manner in which those community needs are addressed. 



\ 
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Stated differently," th« basic Institutions of communities may viewed 

) ^ ' . \ 

as soclaj action systems.^ These institutional systems are social action 

i 

systemc that have developed over time to meet basic community needs. ^As 

social action systems, a chief characteristic of institutional systems is 

" ' ' ' '[ I 

the more or le^s udtterned forms of interaction that have developed among, 

r. . ' ■ " ' ^■ 

associations, and organizations.. These relationships 

ooerate thr^usfT^the various statuses and attached roles in the constituent 

organizations. The actual role performances and changes in statuses. and , 

roles would be greatly related to the socioeconomio structure of the community 

Ai\d the changes in the structure. If migration has an impact on the socio- 

.economic "Structure of the community, then over time this impact would cause 

' adjustments in the institutional action system. Thus, migration may not have' 

immediate and direct inpact on the institutional structure of the community,, 

but racher has indirect impact on that struct\ire* The ranking of basic 

/cenimanity needs and priority of fiscal expenditures may remain relatively 

. . " ^ ' , ' , • \ 

stable in the sViort run, but the manner in which these problems are. addressed * 

through actors in various statuses may change ovei^ time as the socioeconomic 

structure changes. Such longitudinal changes are bot detected through 

single needs assessment surveys, an^^remain a' research challenge for 

rural sociologists. 
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Table !• Residential location of interstate migrants > intrastate migrants, and 



nonmigrantsa 



Rural (farm, nonfarm, 
community less than 
2 , 5fl0^opula t ion) 

Community with popu- 
lation of 2,500- 
50,000 

Community with popu- 
r lation over 50,000 

- Total 



Interstate 

mi gran uS 
(n=956) . 



19. A 

48.5 

32.1 

100.0 



Intrastate 

migrants 

(n=l,U08) 



— percent — 



30.0 



37.2 

32.8 
100.0 



Nonmlgrants 
(n=3,9A3) 



26.4 

36.0 

37.6 
100.0 



achi- square value statistically significant beyond the .001 level of significance 
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Table 2, Socioeconomic characteristics of interstate migrants, intrastate migrants, 
and n oom igrants i n rural areas ^ . 



.Interstate 
^ * migrants 
(n«17A) 



Intrastate 
migrants 
(n«285) " ' 



Nonmigrants 
^ (n«975) 



Age' 



18-24 
25-44 
*45-64 . 
65 and older 



10.6 
34.1 
32.4 
22.9 



- — percent — 



12.0 
47.9 
27.1 
13.0 



9.2 
32.9 
34.6 
23.3 



Sox 



^Male 
Female 



43.4 
56.6 



45.3 
54.7 



46.0 
54.0 



White 
Black 
Other 



96.6 
1.7 ■' 
1.7 



94.7 
3.5 
1.8 



92.3 
6.5 
1.2 



Marital Status 

Never married 9.9 

Married 83.0 

Separated or divorced 3.5 

Widowed 3.5 

Education^) 

Less than. 12th grade 16.2 
High school graduate 28.9 
Some college 39.3 
College graduate ^ 9.2 
Graduate or profes- 
sional school 6.4 

Employment status^ 

Employed fulltime 34.1 

Employed part time 3l5 

Unemployed ' 2.3 

. Student 41*0 

Homemaker ' 21.4 

Retired -31.8 

Disabled '2.9 

Occupation of household head^ 
Professional, technical 

and managerial 18.9 
Sales, clerical, crafts- 
men 23.7 
*s, /Operatives, transporta- 
tion, laborers^ ser- 
vice workers 16. 0 
Not in labor force 41.4 



' 7.4 
83.1 
6.0 
3.5 



18.7 
33.1 
29.2 
10.2 

8.8 



50.0 
6.7 
4.6 
1.8 
19.0 
15.8 
4.6 



27.4 
26.3 



18,9 
27.4 



7.6 

:C:;'-,-7.7 

27.8 
. 32.6 
. 24.9 
. . 8.1 

6.5 



46.6 
8.8 
3.5 
2.4 
15.7 
20.6 
3.5 



24.7 
25.1 



18.5 
31.7 



22 



Table 2 . (Cont.) 



Interstate 
nTi grants 



■ Incoihe . . 

. Under $9,000 
$9, 000-14', .999 
$15,000-19,999 
' $20,.000 and over ^ ' 

Niimber of children under 18^ 
' • ' 0 , ^ 
1 

2 • 
3 

A or more 

Residence^ 
Own 
Rent 
Other 

Presently registered 
to vote^ 

^ Voted in 1976 presiden- 
tial election^ 



40.5 
28.2 
11.7 
19.6 



65.9 
12,1 
laJ 
5.2 
2.9 



68 i 4 
18.1 
13.5 



72.5 



66.3 



Intrastate 

migrants 

(n=285) 



Nonmlgrants 
(n=975) 



— (percent-- 



33.1 
28.1 
16; 3 



•K22.4 



47.3 
18. p 
22.6 
5.3 

^1 



7'6.6 
13.1 
10-3 



75.4 



63.7 



36.8 
24.4- 
16. i' 
22.7 



60.7 
13.4 
13.2 
7.7 
1.0 



83.7 
6.3 
9.9 



85.2 



81.6 



'^Chi-square value statistically signif-.cant beyond 
^Chl-square value statistically significant beyond 
^Chi-square value statistically significant beyond 



001 level of significance 
01 level of. significance 
05 level of significance 
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Tabt^ 3. Ranking of severity of specific problems by interstate migrants, intrastate migrants, and nonmlgrants in 
' ryiral areas ; ks 



Interstate 

migrants 

(n=17A) 



Intrastate^ 

migiants 

(n-285) 



Nonmlgrants 
(n-975) 



Problem issue 


Rank 


Percent medium 
ox serious 


Rank 


' Percent medium 
or serious 


Rank 


Percent medium 
or serious 


Teenage drug abuse 


2 


67.8 


1 


73.8 ^ 


2 


74.1 


Job Opportunities for yourh 


1 


73.0 


2 


72.1 


J. 


76.2 . 


Crime 


6 


• 55.2 


8 


52.8 


5 


59.5 


Traffic conges tiAn 


8 


51.0 


10 


. 37.3 


9 


40.8 


Availability of low-cost housing 


3 


63.5 


3 


65.9 


6- 


58.5 


Upkeep of road and streets 


5 


56.8. 


4- 


65.7 


3 


66.2 


Citizen participation in community 














'decision making 


9 


49.4 


6 


57.1 • 


8 • 


52.7 


Community growing too fast 


40 


42.7 


-9 


41.5 


10 " 


40.1 


Quality of junior high and high 








• 






school programs 


7 


52.0' 


7 


53.6 


7 


57.2 


Safe paths for blko riders 




6d.5 


5 

• 


63.6 


4 


59.6 



* Kendall *s Coefficient of Concordance: W«0,911 

Chi-square value'"2^.6, d.f.«9 
Statistically significant beyond ;01 level 



\ 
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Table 4 . Ranking of specific problem where tnor6 tax dollars should be spent by interstate migrants, intrastate mi 
grant s , and nonmlgrants in rural areas » 





Interstate 










migrants 


lilJ.K^ Oil Li0 


Nonmlgrants 




(n= 


174) 


(n*285^ 

\ i& W «^ / 


(n- 


975) 






Percent spend 


Percent spend 




Percent spend 


Problem issue 


Rank 


more 


Rank' more 


Rank 


more 


Nursing care in 'the homes of older 












people 


2 


53.8 


1 58.2 


1 


60.8 


Special education programs for re- 












tarded and handicapped citizens 


5 


46.4 


4 52.5 


4 


47.7 


Preserving natural scenic areas 


8 


40.6 


5 47.1 


9 


39.1 


Housing for poor people 


9 


,40.2 


9 38.4 


8 


42.4 


Crime prevention and control 


1 


57.3 


2 .57.9 


2 


59.6 


Vocational training programs in 












high school 


10 


.38.0 


7 43. 9 


6.5 


45.8 


Improving exist A.ag streets and roads 


6 


45.6 


6 45.7 


5 


47.5 


Housing for older people 


4 


47.6 


3 53.8 


3 


52.2 


Building bike paths 


.7 


42.9 


10 37.2 


10 


" 34.9 


Attracting and developing industry 


3 


49.4 


8 41.4 


6.5 


45.8 



Kendall's Coefficient Concordance: W=0.8A1 

Chl-square value^22.7, d.f.=9 
Statistically significant beyond .01 level 
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Table 5, 



Sacioeconomlc characteristics of interstate migrants, intrastate migrants,, 
and nonmi^ rants in community of 2,500 to 50.000 p opulation 



Interstate 

migran|:s 

(n«434) 



Intrastate 
migrants . 
(n»354) 



Nonmigrants 
(n- 1.328) 



'Age« 



Sex 



18-24 
25-44 
45-64 

65 and older, 



>fale 
Female 



9.3 
37.2 
26.0 
27.4 



48.0 
52.0 



— percentr- 



14. A 
42.5 
23.6 
19.5 



47.0 
53.0 



10.7 
27.7 
33.2 
28.4 



43.3 
56.7 



Race^ 

White 
Blac^ 
Other 

Marital Status 

Never married 
Married 

Separated or divorced 
Widowed 



93.3 
1.2 
5.5 



10.6 
80.1 
4.8 
4.4 



88.0 
10.3 
1.7 



11. *4 
73.3 
9.9 
-5.4 



90.0 
8.0 
2.0 



12.4 
72.1 
6.5 
9.0 



Education^ 

Less than 12th grade 
High school graduate 
Some college 
College graduate 
Graduate or profeis- 
sional school 



11.1 
21.5 
36.7 
15.7 

15.0 



'15.1 
25.9 
36.6 
13.1 

< 

9.4 



20.4 
28.9 
31.5 
9.6 

9.6 



Employment status" 

Employed full time 

Employed part time 

Unemployed 

Student 

Ilomemakei; 

Retired 

Disabled 



37.1 
7.1 
1.8 
3.5 
17.1 
31.3 
2.1 



53.4 
9.1 
2.0 
2,. 8 
10.5 
19.6 
2.6 



42.3 
7.9 
2.0 
3.9 
15.4 
25.7 
2.8 



Occupation of household head*'* 
Professional, technical 

and m^magcrial 
Sales, clerical, crafts- 
men 

Operatives, transporta- 
tion, laborers, ser- 
vice workers 

Not in labor force 



28.4 
21.3 



10.4 



29.0 
30.8 



14.7 
25.5k 



26.4 
23.4 



15.1 
35.1 



Income 



Under $9,000 
$9,000-14,999 
$15'.000-19,999 
$20,000 and over 



Number of children under 18 

0 ' 

1 • ' . 
2 

3 

4 or more 

Residence^ 
Ovm 
' ^Rent 
Other 

Presently registered 
to vtote^ 

Voted in 1976 presiden- 
tial election^ 



Interstate 

migrants 

(n=434) 



29.0 
29.2 
15.3 
26.5 



65.4 
14.3 
12.6 
5.1 
2.5 



69.8 
19.1 
11.2 



75.5 



72.3 



Intrastate 
migrants 
(n=3540 • 



— percent — 

\ 

il.l 
22.5 
15.3 

^ 31.1 



53.3 
18.7 
15.9 
7.2 
2.9 



66.5 
. 24.7 
8.8\ 



79.5 



72.5 



Nonmlgrants 
(n-1,328) 



31.2 
24.9 
14.9 
29.0 



66.2 

11.6 ^t" / 
4.4 
3.2 



8.4 « 
10.1 
11.4. 



86/9 



80.2 



'^Chi-square value statistically significant beyond .001 level of significance 
^Chl-square value statistically significant beyond .01 level of significance 
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Table 6. Ranking of severity of specific problems by interstate migrants, intrastate migrants, and nonmigrants 
in comm unitiea of 2,500 to 50.000 population " 



Interstate 



Intrastate 





migrants 


migrants 


Nonmigrants., 




(n«43A) , 


(n«354) 


(n» 


1,328) 






Percent medium 


Percent medium 




Percent medium 


Problem issue 


Rank 


or serious 


Rank or serious 


Rank 


or serious 


Teenage drug abuse 


3 


70.0 


2 72.8 


1 


76.9 


Job opportunities for youth 




71.4 


1 74.3 . 


2 


72.5 


Crime 


6 


57.3 


8 56.7 


' I 


65.0 


Traffic congestion 


1 


72.3 


3 65.5 




65.7 


Availability of low-cost housing 


A 


"64.5 " 


5 60.7 


5 


64.0 


ypkeep of roads and streets 


9 


51.2 


7 5^.5 


7 


58.4 


Gitiz'en participation in conmiunity 












decision making 


10 


49.3 


10 ^^3.7 


9 


55.4 


CoiAmunity growing too fast 


7 


56.9 


9 54.4 


8 


57.3 


Quality of junior high and high 












school pL'ograms 


8 


.55.0 


6 59.0 


10 


54.3 


Safe paths for bike riders 


5 


60.8 


4 64.2 - 


6 


61.3 


Kendall's Coefficient of Concordance: 


• WaO.882* 












Chi-square 


value=»23.8, d.f.=9 









Statistically significant beyond .01 level 
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Table 7* Ranking of specific problems where more tax dollars should be spent by Interstate migrants. Intrastate 
migrants^ and nonmlgrants In communities of 2»500 to 50>000 population . 



Xnt^erstate 

migrants 

(n=»434) 



Intrastate 

migrants 

(n»354) 



Nonmlgrants 
(n-pl,328) 







Percent spend 




Percent spend 




Percent spend 


Problem issue 


Rank 


more " 


Rank 


more 


Rank 


mere 


Nursing care In^ the homes of older 














people 


3 


51.6 


2 


58.6 


1 


62.1 


Special' edu^cation programs for re- 




A8.8 








49.7 


tarded and handicapped citizens 


'i 


4 


51.4 . 


4 


Preserving natural scenic areas 




46.6 


7.5 


44.5 


6 


47.1 


Housing for poor people 


10 


AO. 3 


10 


42.0 


8 


44.6 


Crime prevention , 


1 


'56.2 ♦ 


. 1 


60.7 


2 


61.0 


Vocational training programs in 














high school 


7 


46.1 


7.5 


. 44.5 


9 


43.5 


Improving existing streets and * 














roads 


8 


45. '5 


- 6 


45.4 




48.0 


Housing for old people 


6 


46.3 


. 3 


53.2 


3 


51.0 


Building bike paths 


. 9 ■ 


43.9. 


5 


47.0 


10 


43.3 


Attracting and developing Industry 


2 


54.6 


9 


43.4 


7 


45.3 



Kendall's CoefEicient of Concordance: W=»0.750 

Chl-square value"20.3, d.f.=9 
Statistically significant beyond ;05 level 
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Table 8. Socioeconomic cVuracteristlcs of interstate migrants, intrastate migrants, 
and nonmigrants in cotmnim ities with popula tion over 50; OOP 



Interstate 

migrants 

(n«287) 



Intrastate 

migrants 

(n-312) 



— percent— 



Nonmigrants 
(n»l,390) 



ERIC 



Age^ 




' 1 


\ 

18 2 


18-2A 


Q 0 




25-44 


47.3 




55.7 


45-64 


2A.7 




19.2 


65 and older 


18.0 




6.8 


Sex N 










A6.2 




42.1 


Female , 


53.8 




57.9 


Race^ , 








Wbite 


93. A 




86.9 


Black 


1.7 




7.4 


Other 


A. 8 




5.8 










Never married 


14.0 




14.; 


Married 


76.9 




74.7 


Separated or divorced 


4.5 




9.0 


Widowed 


A. 5 




2.2 


Education^ 






7.9 


Less than 12th grade 


11. 0 




• High school graduate 


19.0 




19.9 


Some college 


34. 5 




/.I C 

4 1 1 3 


College graduat'12 


15.5 




17.7 


Graduate or profes- 






. 12.9 


sional school 


20.1 




Employment status^ 






62.7 


Employed fulltlme 


45.5 




Employed part time 


12.2 




6.4 


. Unemployed 


3.5 




3.2 


Student 


3.8 




4.2 




1A.7 




15.1 


Retired 


18.9 




6.8 


Disabled 


1.4 




1.& 


Occupation of houshold head^ 




/ 




Professional, technical 


43. t) 






and managerial 




42.8 


Sales, ^clerlcal, crafts- 








men 


21.9 




28.8 


• Operatives, transp<ir- 








tation, laborers, ser- 






12.7 


vice workv^rs 


8 . 2 




Not in labor force i» 


26.9 




15.7 




i 


4 


3i 



10.2 
31.8 
38.1 
19.9 



45.4 
54.6 



87.6 
7.6 
4.9 



13.0 
71.1 
8.8 
7.1 



14.4 
26.1 
33.6 
13.3 

12.6 



50.1 
9.3 
2.5 
3.1 
16.9 
15.6 
2.5 



33.5 
29.2 



10.8 
26.5 
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Table 8, (Cont.) 



Income 

Under ,$9,000 
$9,000~1A,999 
$15,000-19,999 
$20,000 and over 

Number of children under 18 
0 
1 

2 

3 

'4 or 're 

Residence^ 
Own 
Rent 
Other 

Presently registered 
to vote^ 

Vdted in 1976 presiden- 
tial election^ 



Interstate 

migrants 

(n»287) 



21.4 
25.9 
16.9 
35.7^ 



62.0 
16.5 
13.4 
6.7 
1.5 



63.2 
28,8 
8.1 



74.8 



70.9 



Intrastate 

migrants 

(n=312) 



— percent — 



18.0 
22.8 
20.7 
38.4 



56.3 
19.9 
16.4 
5.5 
1.9. 



61.8 - 
26. '9 
11.4' 



77.1 



71.6 



Nonmigrants 
(n= 1,390) 



22.0 
24.1 
15.8 
38.1 



63.2 
16.0 
13.1 
5.6 
2.1 



77.0 
12.1 
10.9 



85.9 



79.8 



^Chi-square value statistically significant beyond .001 level of signif i,cance 
V.hi-square value statistically significant beyond .01 level of significance 
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Table 9: 'Ranking of severity of specific problems by interstate migrants, intrastate migrants, and nonmigrants 
in communities with populations ovfer 50^000 ■ 



Interstate " 

migrants 

(n=287) 



Intrastate 
' migrants 
(n«312) 



< 



Nonmigrants 
(n=l,390) 



Percent medium 



Percent medium 



Percent medium 



Problem Issue 


Rank 


or serious 


Rank 


or serious^ 


Rank 


or serious 


Teenage drug abuse 


2 , 


72.9 


• 2 


82.9 . 




87.4 " 


Job opportunities for youth 




68. A 


5 


70.8 




72.6 


Crime 


3 


72.7 • 


3 


78.5 




85.6 


traffic congestion 


1 


80.7 


1 


83.6 


3 


85.1 . 


Availability of low-cost housing 


7 


57.6 


6 


68.5 


6.5 


H 65.7 


Upkeep of roads and streets 


10 


50.7 


9 


62.1 


* '9 


60.0' 


Citizen participation in community 














clecision making 


9 


52*. 7 


b' 


62.6 


8 ' 


62^ 5 


Community growing too fast 


6 


60.4 


7 


66. A 


6.5 


65.7 \ 


Quality of junior high and high 














school programs 


$• 


6/+. 2 


■ A 


73.8 


5 


69.0 


Safe paths for bike riders 


8 


55.0 




59.7 


10 


59.1 



f 



•Kendall's Coef f ici©iQt of Concordance: 

) 

36 



W=0.956 

Chi-squ^re value=25.8, d.f.=9 
Statistically sigidf leant beyond ,01 I6vel 
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Table 10 , Ranking of specific problem where more tax dollars should be spent by interstate migrants, intrastate 
migrants, and nontnleranta in communities with populations over 50.000 



Interstate 
migrants 
^(n-287) 



Intrastate 
migrants 
(n-312). ^ 



'Nonmigrants 
(n«l,390) 







Percent spend 




Percent spend 


^Rank 


Percent spend 


Problem issue 


Rank 


. more 


Rank 


toore 


more 


Nursing care In the homes of older 












• 


people 


2 


54. 1 ^ ^ 


2 


56.9 # 


2 


59.3 


Special education programs for re- 












tarded and handicapped citizens 


3 


50.2 


3 , 


53.8 \ 


3 


50.9 


Preserving natural scenic areas ^ 


5 ' 


. 45.7 


> 


47.5 


5 


46.8 


Housing for poor people 
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38.8 




42.4 
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43.3 


Crime prevention and control 
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• 65.2 
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68.8 


Vocational training programs in 
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high school 
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38 »J 
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48.5 ' 
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46.2 


Improving existing streets and roads 
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43.2 
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43.0' 
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45.3 


Housing for older people 
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41.9 
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49.0 
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47.9 • 


Building bike paths 
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44.4 


10 


38.4 ' 
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44.6 


Attracting and developing industry 
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46.0 . 
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42.9 


10 


42.9 



Kendall's Coefficient of Concordance; W«»0,779 

Chi-aqviare value=21.1, d.f.=9 
Statistically significant beyond .05 level 
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